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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 15 June 
2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 



Application/Control Number: 09/880,694 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2164 

3. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Weissman et al. ("Weissman") in view of Thompson et al. ("Thompson") (US 6668253 
B1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Weissman teaches a method of aggregating and maintaining 
data in a system having at least a first and a second platform generating data, 
comprising: 

a) . receiving initial data from said first (i.e., source system) and said second 
platforms (i.e., staging table), wherein said first platform and said second platform are 
different from each other based on the format and index of data associated with the first 
and second platform (i.e., the system automatically converts the data from the sources 
(i.e., one format) into forms that are readily usable in the datamart (i.e.., another format) 
(col. 5, lines 25-37; col. 6, lines 54-56) (col. 8, lines 49-52; col. 11, lines 11-21; Fig.1, 
element 110). 

b) . generating, using a computer, a staging table to store said initial data (col. 
8, lines 49-57; col. 10, lines 46-52; Fig. 1, element 130); and 

c) . associating standardized data with said initial data using said computer 
(col. 9, lines 3-12; col. 11, lines 18-21). 

Weissman does not explicitly teach track changes, additions, and rejections of 
said initial data. 

Thompson, however, teaches a staging table that track changes, additions, and 
rejections of said initial data as once the data has been loaded (i.e., add data) into the 
staging tables, a second phase of validations and cleansing is performed. At any time 
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during the transformation and cleansing process an error occurs, the row of data with 
the error is written to an error table along with an error message describing the reason 
for rejection. The Data Warehouse can be refreshed on a regular basis. However, 
most require a massive conversion where data is cleansed and transformed, followed 
by periodic updates of data modified in the operational source systems. Theses 
incremental changes must also be cleansed and transformed prior to updating the Data 
Warehouse (col. 21, lines 16-30; col. 21, lines 59-66 and Fig. 9 and Fig. 14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because 
Thompson's teaching would have allowed Weissman's to properly represent the 
business at hand and thus produce accurate results based on the queries used to 
analyzed the business environment as suggested by Thompson at col. 21, lines 12-16. 

Regarding claims 2 and 9, Weissman further teaches associating includes 
generating a cross-reference table correlating said standardized data with initial data 
from said first platform and correlating said standardized data with said initial data form 
said second platform (col. 16, line 59 - col. 17, line 2; col. 8, line 28 - col. 9, line 40). 

Regarding claim 3, Weissman further teaches receiving updated data from said 
first and said second platforms (col. 20, lines 44-46). 
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Regarding claim 4, Weissman further teaches comparing said updated data with 
data in said staging table (col. 20, lines 44-46; col. 20 lines 8-26). 

Regarding claims 5 and 7, Weissman further teaches determining if said 
updated data includes new data (col. 8, line 28 - col. 9, line 40; col. 20, lines 44-46). 

Regarding claims 6, 10, and 1 1 Weissman further teaches the steps of: 

a) . setting a flag in said staging table (col. 13, lines 24-28); 

b) . comparing said updated data with said standardized data (col. 19, lines 8- 

25); 

c) . determining if said standardized data should be updated to reflect said 
updated (col. 13, line 25 - col. 14, line 5; col. 19, lines 8-25) 

Regarding claim 12, Weissman further teaches notifying said platform that said 
updated data has been rejected (col. 10-13). 

Claims 13-20 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above 
for claims 1-12. 

Response to Argument 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 15 June 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that Weissman staging table is not both a "platform" and "a 
staging table" within the meaning of the claimed method or Weissman disclosure. In 
fact, to interpret the Weissman staging table as a "platform" would be contrary to the 
clear disclosure and intent of Weissman. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., staging table is not both a "platform" and "a staging table") are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant further argues that Weissman does not disclose the claimed first and 
second platforms wherein the first platform and the second platform are different from 
each other based on the format and index of data associated with the first and second 
platforms. The single platform of Weissman, the source system 110, appear to provide 
data that is similarly formatted and indexed. According to Weissman, a schema is used 
to determine the predefined data semantics to which the data from the source systems 
is converted. 

In response to the preceding arguments, Examiner respectfully submits that 
Weissman teaches a method for creating and populating a datamart. A datamart 
transforms the raw data from the Online Transaction processing (OLAP) databases (col. 
1 , lines 61-63). Focusing on the datamart creation, the system allows a consultant to 
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build a datamart from a schema definition and a definition of the sources of the data. 
Depending on the semantic meaning of the data, as defined by the schema definition, 
the system automatically converts the data from the sources (i.e., one format) into forms 
that are readily usable in the datamart (i.e.., another format) (col. 5, lines 25-37; col. 6, 
lines 54-56). The format and index of the source system has to be different from the 
datamart; otherwise, the conversion process to make the data from the source system 
usable in the datamart would not be necessary. 

As defined by Answer.com the term platform originally dealt with only hardware. 
Very often, the term refers to an operating system. For example, the source system of 
Weissman executes on a Mainframe environment, whereas the datamart system runs 
on the Windowns environment. 

Platform 

A hardware and/or software architecture. The term originally dealt with only 
hardware, and it is still used to refer to a CPU model or computer family. For 
example, the x86 PC is the world's largest hardware platform. IBM's iSeries 
(AS/400) and Sun's SPARC are also examples of hardware platforms (see 
hardware platforms ). 

Hardware and Software 

Very often, the term refers to an operating system, and the hardware is implied. For 
example, when an application is said to "run on the Windows platform," it means 
that the program has been compiled into the x86 machine language and runs under 
Windows. It implies x86 because Windows runs mostly on x86 PCs. 
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Based on the above, Examiner submits that Weissman teaches the limitation 
"first and second platforms wherein the first platform and the second platform are 
different from each other based on the format and index of data associated with the first 
and second platforms" as claimed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leslie Wong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4120. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30am - 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, CHARLES RONES can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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